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DETAILED ACTION 

1. This Office Action is in response to the Amendment, Remarks, and Affidavit submitted 23 
August 2007. 

2. Claims 1-9, 1 1-26, 28-43, 45-60 and 62-68 have been presented for examination. 

Response to Arguments 

3. Applicant's arguments submitted 23 August 2007 regarding the 1 .13 1 affidavit have been 
considered, but are not persuasive: 

i. The declaration filed on 23 August 2007 under 37 CFR 1 . 1 3 1 has been considered but is 
ineffective to overcome the Thompson reference. 

ii. The Applicants attribute seven months to diligence by attorney. The Examiner notes that 
this is a substantial amount of time, and that no evidence has been submitted to support 
this claim. . 

iii. The Examiner notes that it appears that the Applicant's representative is making 
statements on behalf on the Applicant that are not supported/contained in the declaration. 
For example: 

The Applicants respectfully submit thai the Examiner Is mistakenly 
equating ''^evidence of earlier eonccntion" with "related external 
DHblications and nroduct embodying inventions that were disclosed 
nrior to the invention disclosure date of 9/23/2002" (referring to page 3, 
sections 6 and 7 of the invention disclosure). The Applicants submit that 
by Applicanl's own admission on sections 6 and 7 of the invention 
disclosure, the Applicanis staicil that there was no publication or public 
presentaiion related to the invention prior to 9/23/2002; there were no 
related invention disclosures or patent applications prior to 9/23/2002; 
there were no proposals or reports or other documents relating to this 
invention prior to the present invention disclosure filed 9/23/2002; the 

While the arguments state the Applicants are making the statement, it appears to be a 
statement made by the attorney. 
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iv. Applicants claim "constructive" reduction to practice, but then state: 

In addition, by the Applicant's own admission on section 4c of the 
invention disclosure, the Anniicants clearly staled thai on Senlcmbcr 
23. 21)02. several documents (dated, signed, and witnessed), including 
photos, drawings, and data sheets showing reduction to practice of the 
present invention were located at HRL Laboratories, BIdg. 254, Room 
4G26. 

The above statement implies actual reduction to practice, and the argument made by 
Applicants remains unclear. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC S 102 
The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the basis 
for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(a) the invention was known or used by others in this country, or patented or described in a printed publication in this 
or a foreign country, before the invention thereof by the applicant for a patent. 

7. Claim 1-9, 11-26, 28-43, 45-60 and 62-68 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(a) as being clearly 
anticipated by Thompson et aL (^Evaluation of Bayesian Networks Used for Diagnostics', March 
2003), herein referred to as Thompson. 

Regarding claims 1, 18, 35, and 52: 

Thompson discloses a method for automatically evaluating Bayesian network models for 
decision support comprising: 

a. receiving a Bayesian Network (BN) model (section 2.2 ^Bayesian Network Models') 
including evidence nodes and conclusion nodes (section 2.2 ^Bayesian Network 
Models' paragraph 6), where the conclusion nodes are linked with the evidence nodes 
by causal dependency links (figure 1), and where the evidence nodes have evidence 
states and the conclusion nodes have conclusion states (section 2.2 ^Bayesian Network 
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Models' paragraph 6). The 'evidence nodes * in the instant application are analogous to 
the 'observation nodes ' in the prior art and the 'conclusion nodes ' in the instant 
application are analogous to the 'component nodes ' in the prior art. 

b. setting the states of the conclusion nodes to desired conclusion states (section 3.2 
paragraph 4 steps 1 and 2) and determining, by propagating down the causal 
dependency links, a corresponding probability of occurrence of evidence states of the 
evidence nodes (section 3.2 paragraph 4 steps 3.1 - 3.4) and producing, from the 
probability of occurrence, a plurality of samples of most likely states of the evidence 
nodes (section 3.2 paragraph 4 step 3) 

c. setting the states of the evidence nodes to states corresponding to the plurality of samples 
of the evidence states (section 3.2 paragraph 6 step 1), and propagating the evidence 
states back up the causal dependency links to the conclusion nodes, to obtain a plurality 
of probabilities of the resulting states 'of the conclusion nodes (section 3.2 paragraph 6 
step 2) 

d. outputting a representation of the plurality of the probabilities of the states of the 
conclusion nodes (section 3.'2 paragraph 8) 

Regarding claims 18 and 35, Thompson discloses an apparatus for performing the above steps 
(section 4.4), specifically a Dell Dimension 8100 computer. 

Regarding claim 52, Thompson discloses a computer program product for performing the above 
steps (section 4.4), specifically a Windows executable program. 

Regarding claims 2, 19, 36, and 53: 

Thompson discloses automatically evaluating Bayesian network models for decision support, 
wherein the BN model further includes at least one auxiliary node causally linked between at least one 
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evidence node and at least one conclusion node (section 2.2 ^Bayesian Network Models' paragraph 6). 

Regarding claims 3, 20, 37, and 54: 

Thompson discloses automatically evaluating Bayesian network models for decision support, 
wherein the sampling is performed by a Monte Carlo algorithm (section 3,2 paragraph 4 step 3). 

Regarding claims 4, 21, 38, and 55: 

Thompson discloses automatically evaluating Bayesian network models for decision support, 
wherein the outputted representation is a complete representation of probabilities of states for all 
conclusions given a particular set of combinations of conclusion states (section 4.1 paragraph 1). 

Regarding claims 5, 22, 39, and 56: 

Thompson discloses automatically evaluating Bayesian network models for decision support, 
wherein the outputted representation is a graphical representation (section 4.1 paragraph 1). 

Regarding claims 6, 23, 40, and 57: 

Thompson discloses automatically evaluating Bayesian network models for decision support, 
wherein the outputted representation is a matrix of averages of probabilities of the conclusion states for 
implicated conclusions versus a selected set of combinations of conclusion states; whereby a user can 
determine an accuracy of the BN model's propensity to yield proper conclusions (section 3.2 paragraph 
8; section 4.2). 



Regarding claims 7, 24, 41, and 58: 
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Thompson discloses automatically evaluating Bayesian network models for decision support, 
wherein the outputted representation is a graphical representation in the form of a two-dimensional 
intensity matrix and a three-dimensional bar chart (figure 4; section 4.2; figure 5). 

Regarding claims 8, 25, 42, and 59: 

Thompson discloses automatically evaluating Bayesian network models for decision support, 
wherein the conclusion nodes are weighted by weights representing their importance; whereby the 
accuracy of the BN model's propensity to yield proper conclusions may be weighted for particular 
conclusions based on their relative importance (section 3.2 paragraph 7). 

Regarding claims 9, 26, 43, and 60: 

Thompson discloses automatically evaluating Bayesian network models for decision support, 
wherein the BN model models a diagnostic domain, with the conclusion nodes representing component 
failures or diseases, the evidence nodes representing recognizable symptoms of those failures or diseases, 
and the auxiliary nodes representing additional information useful, in conjunction with the evidence nodes 
and conclusion nodes (section 2.2 paragraph 6). 

Regarding claims 10, 27, 44, and 61: 
cancelled 

Regarding claims 11, 28, 45, and 62: 

Thompson discloses automatically evaluating Bayesian network models for decision support, 
wherein the sampling is performed by a Monte Carlo algorithm (section 3.2 paragraph 4 step 3). 
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Regarding claims 12, 29, 46, and 63: 

Thompson discloses automatically evaluating Bayesian network models for decision support, 
wherein the outputted representation is a complete representation of probabilities of states for all 
conclusions given a particular set of combinations of conclusion states (section 4.1 paragraph 1). 

Regarding claims 13, 30, 47, and 64: 

Thompson discloses automatically evaluating Bayesian network models for decision support, 
wherein the outputted representation is a graphical representation (section 4.1 paragraph 1). 

Regarding claims 14, 31, 48, and 65: 

Thompson discloses automatically evaluating Bayesian network models for decision support, 
wherein the outputted representation is a matrix of averages of probabilities of the conclusion states for 
implicated conclusions versus a selected set of combinations of conclusion states; whereby a user can 
determine an accuracy of the BN model's propensity to yield proper conclusions (section 3.2 paragraph 
8; section 4.2). 

' Regarding claims 15, 32, 49, and 66: 

Thompson discloses automatically evaluating Bayesian network models for decision support, 
wherein the outputted representation is a graphical representation in the form of a two-dimensional 
intensity matrix (figure 4) and a three-dimensional bar chart (figure 5). 

Regarding claims 16, 33, 50, and 67: 

Thompson discloses automatically evaluating Bayesian network models for decision support, 
wherein the conclusion nodes are weighted by weights representing their importance; whereby an 
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accuracy of the BN moders propensity to yield proper conclusions may be weighted for particular 
conclusions based on their relative importance (section 32 paragraph 7). 

Regarding claims 17, 34, 51, and 68: 

Thompson discloses automatically evaluating Bayesian network models for decision support, 
wherein the BN model models a diagnostic domain, with the conclusion nodes representing component 
failures or diseases, the evidence nodes representing recognizable symptoms of those failures or diseases, 
and the auxiliary nodes representing additional information useful, in conjunction with the evidence nodes 
and conclusion nodes (section 2.2 paragraph 6). 
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Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should 
be directed to Shambhavi Pate! whose telephone number is (571) 272-5877. The examiner can normally 
be reached on Monday-Friday, 8:00 am - 4:30 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, 
Kamini Shah can be reached on (571) 272-2279. The fax phone number for the organization where this 
application or proceeding is assigned is (571) 273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be obtained 
from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available 
through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



